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In The Mayflower: There’s little change evident these days in the dining room of Washington’s most 
famous hostelry — at least at lunch time. 


Seen lunching together on Friday, May 21, were Mr. Louis Johnson, former Secretary of Defense, 
under Truman and Mr. Max Rabb, at present Secretary to President Eisenhower. 


Johnson, now a practicing attorney in Washington, was once Chairman of the Finance Committee of 
the Democratic Party and still rates as one of that party’s big guns. Rabb during the 82nd Congress was 
secretary to Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., but emerged from the Senator’s defeat to become a White 
House Secretary. For some time, he has been in charge of “minority problems,” hence got his nickname 


“the David Niles of the Ike regime.” (Niles, a protegé of Frankfurter, was in charge of “minorities” 
under Roosevelt and Truman. ) 


Rabb steered the amendment of the McCarran-Walter immigration law last year which was designed to 


admit some 200,000 additional immigrants. More recently, he was elevated to a new position (of which 
little has been said publicly), “Secretary to the President’s Cabinet.” 


Currently, Rabb is linked with that interesting White House conference which took place on January 
21, when the decision was taken to make preparations for the Army’s complaints about McCarthy, 
Cohn and Schine. At that conference was Rabb’s former boss, Senator Lodge, now Ambassador to the 
UN. Why our envoy to that global organization was needed in a conference dealing with the Cohn-Schine 
affair has not been disclosed. But it is recalled that Lodge bears no love for McCarthy since his defeat 
at the polls in 52, for the Wisconsin Senator refused to campaign for his colleague. There are many 
followers of McCarthy in Lodge’s home state of Massachusetts. 


The meeting of January 21 (proceedings of which the President has kept secret from the Senate com- 
mittee) was called together by Max Rabb, it is reliably reported. 


This interesting panorama in the dining room recalls how Franklin D. Roosevelt, when President, 
used to send his secretaries to lunch in this and other restaurants in Washington to observe who was lunch- 


ing with whom in the political scene. But it is not recalled that any of the FDR secretaries were lunching 
with prominent members of the GOP. 


Finally, a peek into the White House. We hear that the President in recent months has had three 
rather frequent visitors — John J. McCloy, General Lucius Clay and his own brother, Dr. Milton Eisen- 
hower. McCloy is now Chairman of the Chase Bank, but is remembered here for (among other things) 
the fact that when Assistant Secretary of the War Department in 1944-45, he provided the legal apology 
for allowing known Communists to obtain commissions in the Army. Clay is now the Chairman of the 
Board of Continental Can, a Goldman-Sachs outfit, and has been active on letterhead committees against 
the Bricker Amendment. Brother Milton, college president, was prominent in Henry Wallace’s Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in the Triple-A days when Alger Hiss was there and for several years during the wat 
served under Elmer Davis in the pink-tinged Office of War Information. 


Time for a change! 
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In Capitol Corridors: We hear of at least a dozen GOP Representatives from the Middle West who ar 
“going it alone” in the fall elections, want no White House blessing and—-many of them —will 
be sharply critical of the White House in their campaigning. Rep. Paul Shafer, of the 3rd Michigan Dis. 
trict, doesn’t go that far, but he has told his constituents who voted for a change in ’52, he'll support all 
Administration policies working for a change; and he’ll oppose all Administration policies that do not do so, 


@ There is talk again about Ike’s retiring in 1956, as a result of the prediction (New York Time, 
May 20) by William H. Lawrence, New York Times correspondent in Washington, that President Eisen. 
hower would not seek re-election in 1956. The President, he said, found the job “much too big 
and too irritating.” Result of this talk is to spur more Representatives to run “independent.” 


@ In general, Republicans are mournful, Democrats hopeful, about election prospects. One 
factor alone, they say, would ensure a Democratic landslide: entrance into the war in Indo-China. GOP 
senators are gloomy as a result of circulation of a draft copy of a resolution asking Congress for Presi- 


dential stand-by controls and a free hand to make war in Southern Asia. The draft was circulated by 
White House favorites. 


@ During Truman’s last trip to Washington, the story got around that the former President is 
angry with Eisenhower. The reason is that Truman sought an interview with Eisenhower when the Presi- 
dent was last in Kansas City. The “man in Independence” could not get an appointment. 


@ Much discussion of an article (May 22) in the Christian Science Monitor, reporting that the 
“Joe Must Go” stunt, staged by a small town Wisconsin editor to recall McCarthy, has bogged down. The 
article reports that $7,000 of the $17,000 raised for the movement came from Los Angeles and “other 
large amounts” came from New York. The Monitor has been unsympathetic to McCarthy. 


Senators and Representatives who have toured districts and sections of the country report that pro- 
McCarthy sentiment (contrary to the last Gallup Poll assertions) is on the increase. 


@ Senator Margaret Chase Smith is said to be worried about her campaign for GOP renomination 
(which in Maine means re-election). A McCarthy friend, Robert L. Jones, is contesting the Smith can- 
didacy, despite the fact that “Snow White” (as she is dubbed) enjoys strong organization support. A hot 
race is anticipated. 


@ Midwestern Republicans boost Clarence Davis, Solicitor of the Interior Department, for 


the vacant post of head of TVA. Davis, no friend of “public power,” hails from Nebraska, backed Taft 
in 1952. 


@ Rep. Carroll Reece certainly grasped the nettle this week when he opened his probe of founda- 
dations and their work for socialism. How important the leftists deem this investigation is seen 


in the furious (but skillful) attacks on the committee in the leftist columns and by the Democrats on the 
committee. 


“Equal Educational Opportunities”: Implied in the Supreme Court decision on segregation is @ 
thought that Negroes should resent.. The thought is that white schools are superior simply because they 
are attended by whites, that Caucasians are inherently of a higher intellectual type and that contact with 
them is essential to the “equal” education of Negroes. This slur on the Negro is implicit in the dictum 
that, unless he is integrated with the white, he is not afforded “equal educational opportunities.” Will the 
Negro accept this legal pronouncement of his inferiority? 





ation 
- Can: 


A hot 


, for 
Taft 


There was a time when the Negro boxer would get a bout with a white man only if he agreed to: lose. 
This blatant indecency was overcome not by a court order or by a legislative act. ‘The superior ability of a 
Joe Louis made him an attraction of such potency at the “gate” that discrimination could not withstand. 
And Jackie Robinson opened the way for Negro ball players by skill, not by recourse to the law. 


The difference between professional sports and public schools lies in the fact that one is in the realm 
of private enterprise and the other is a government monopoly. In the first ease, the judgment of the buying 
public acts as the determining factor; in the second, the buying public has very little to say. If schools 
were privately supported, the superior qualifications of superior Negroes would break down the tradi- 
tional barriers against the race automatically and without creating resentment; the better student would 
be acclaimed without regard to race. The effect of the Court order is not only to imply a slur 
on the Negro, as a race, but also to cause resentment of the whites (expressing itself in evasions of the 
court order and harsh personal discrimination against the Negro) because the Court has declared 
their attitude on segregation an evidence of immorality. 


The decision of the Supreme Court is, in effect, sumptuary law — which is never enforceable, 
because it runs counter to public opinion; its repercussions will be many and of long duration. 


Tanks: The Army has brought out for public viewing the long secret T-43, rated as the mightiest 
armored vehicle in the nation’s military arsenal. From its pictures it certainly looks to be a monster, but 
some wonder what it is for. Unless we are going to fight Russia on land why throw billions 
away on expensive tanks as has already happened in the war mobilization program? And if we are going 
to attempt to fight Russia on land the sooner Americans know what is in store for them, the better. 


_ Russia today has some 230 divisions under arms counting satellite divisions. But in her active 
reserve she could in a short time call up 300 more divisions. NATO has 25 active divisions along the Rhine 
with which to oppose Russia and 25 in reserve which are not battle worthy. There is no use counting in the 
troops of Greece and Turkey or those of Yugoslavia which the State Department invariably does in giving 
a false picture of NATO’s real effectiveness. If Russia strikes it will be through Germany and it is at this 
point that she would have to be stopped. The troops of Greece, Turkey and Yugoslavia will all be kept 
at home pinned down by Red divisions. At this critical point — the Rhine — there are only 25 active 
NATO divisions, 6 of which are American. The French General Juin who commanded NATO ground 
forces said not long ago that Russia could take Paris in 23 days. 


Military observers ask some questions. Could our ground forces make any difference? In the last 
war we had eighty-nine divisions overseas. How could we get even a reasonable share of this number into 
France without inviting an immediate strike by Russia? And if we got all eighty-nine, NATO forces would 
still be hopelessly outnumbered by Russia on the ground. In addition, the Russians have overwhelming 
superiority in the air over NATO. In short, why tanks? 


TV Front: That Robert Montgomery program comes under fire because of its presentation entitled “Sky 
Block,” of Monday, May 17th. It seems to be all about subversives hidden in a mountain where they had 
certain instruments designed to control weather conditions. An Army engineer is the stout hero told off to 
foil them. An FBI agent, who wanted to screen some locals applying for jobs in the project, is cast as a 
sort of “boob.” The Army Colonel gives the FBI man a lecture to the effect that he is not interested in 
men’s pasts, what they were ten years ago is not important, etc. The slant — so TV watchers.report — was 
definitely against the FBI character and the FBI in general. Is Montgomery imbibing too large a dose of 
the White House “liberal” antagonism against pursuing Reds in Government? Some think so and ‘are 
letting Montgomery and his sponsor (Johnson’s Floor Wax) know their sentiments. 








But We Were Born Free, by Elmer Davis, Indianapo- 
lis: The Bobbs-Merrill Company. $2.25. Reviewed by 
Victor Lasky. 








Somehow Elmer Davis has achieved a reputation as a 
radio-TV commentator of outstanding moderation and 
phlegmatic calm. Perhaps it’s because he is blessed with 
a voice that is twangy and humorously skeptical. He 
sounds as if he’s making good sense while discussing the 
issues of the day. 









































His new book, a collection of odds and ends he’s 
published in such places as the Saturday Review and the 
Harvard Alumni Bulletin, is mainly a regurgitation of the 
now all too familiar egghead litany of the horrors of 
living in the same country with a senator named Mc- 
Carthy. According to Davis, the schools, newspapers, 
churches, the libraries — almost anything you can think 
of — are now under savage assault by the junior Senator 
from Wisconsin, aided and abetted by a nationwide net- 
work of “primitives” and “heresy sniffers.” 


“Don’t let them scare you!” he warns. “Say what you 
think! Love what you love! Despise what seems wrong 
to you! And don’t let them scare you!” 


Since that’s what the man said, I’m going to follow 
Elmer’s advice and. not let him scare me! Scaring people 
as a matter of fact, is a Davis specialty. Witness this 
from the book: 


“I do not think that Stalin could have licked us; I do 
not think that whoever new may be running Russia can 
lick us. But McCarthy and the spirit of McCarthyism 
could lick us ... by getting us to fighting among our- 
selves like the Romans, by persuading every man that he 
must keep on looking over his shoulder, to make sure that 
the man beside him doesn’t stab him in the back.” 


And here’s another: 


“I regret that I have to mention McCarthy; I regret 
that he exists. But he does exist and not to mention him 
would be as if people in a malarial country refused to 
mention the anopheles mosquito. There is a quinine that 
can neutralize his venom; it is called courage.” 


To Davis, of course, “McCarthyism” means any effort 
to expose Communist infiltration, even when not under 
the Senator’s aegis. Davis has particularly harsh words 
for the Senate Internal Security subcommittee headed by 
Senator Jenner. He accuses the subcommittee, formerly 
headed by Senator McCarran, of “relentlessly persecut- 
ing” Owen Lattimore, Davis’ old pal in the OWI] —a 
fact of friendship he neglects to mention. 


It is not surprising that the left wing brethren strategic- 
ally placed in leading book review media, are now loudly 
beating the logrolling drum for Elmer Davis’ tome. Most 
of the reviews I’ve read comment on Elmer’s “courage” 
in doing the book. R. L. Duffus, for example, gushing 
in the New York Times Book Review, acclaims Elmer as 
“representing a tradition of courage . . . He is in favor 
of freedom of the mind.” 





Dick ‘Rovere, writing in the New Leader a couple of 
years ago, pointed out that. attacking McCarthy was 
as dangerous as drinking a cup of coffee; that he, person. 
ally, was assailing the Senator all the time. No one stops 
him. And no one is stopping Davis, either. 


Duffus, a Times editorial writer, also states that “it 
would be a bold investigator who would dare put Mr. 
Davis on the stand in the hope of intimidating him.” 


I’ve got news for Duffus. Davis was put on the stand 
on November 11, 1952, at which time he admitted that, 
as head of the OWI, he had misled the American people 
when he broadcast in 1943 that the Nazis had been 
responsible for the barbaric murder of 19,000 Polish 
officers in the Katyn Forest. Davis testified before a 
special congressional committee that now he is “con- 
vinced they were killed by the Russians.” 


Fearless Davis still doesn’t believe Harry Dexter White 
was a Soviet agent. “... There is no convincing proof 
that White served any government but his own,” he 
writes in his book. Elmer said the same thing in 1948, 
when he denounced the House Un-American Activities 
Committee as “being un-American itself” for accusing 
Harry White. With equal vehemence that year, Fearless 
Davis also defended Alger Hiss as “a loyal American.” 


Discussing ex-Communists like Whittaker Chambers, 
Davis confesses his irritation with “the smug self-assur- 
ance of certain people who think that because they were 
completely wrong twenty years ago, they must be com- 
pletely right now that they entertain diametrically 
opposite opinions.” The trouble with Fearless Elmer is 
that, except when some inquisitorial heresy-sniffer gets 
him under oath, he hates like all get-out to admit he was 
ever wrong about anything. This Pharisaism is to be 
found particularly among former fellow-travelers like 
Archibald MacLeish, who has yet to apologize for his 
role in promoting Stalinism in the thirties. MacLeish 
also gushed about the Davis book in the Nation, declar- 
ing “the only man who hates American liberalism more 
than a Communist hates it is a Communist turned 
reactionary.” 


We are indeed living in a topsy-turvy world when a 
MacLeish can assail a Whittaker Chambers for exposing 
an Alger Hiss. Or when the Authors League of America 
can honor the memory of Richard E. Lauterbach by 
awarding a money prize each year to the person “who 
has through his writing made a substantial contribution 
in the field of civil liberties.” 


Lauterbach was one of a group of Time-Life corre- 
spondents who in 1945 protested Whittaker Chambers’ 
anti-Soviet views and demanded his removal as foreign 
editor. Yet this pre-McCarthy “book-burner” is honored 
by the Authors League as a great civil libertarian! And 
who do you think was this year’s recipient of the Lauter- 
bach award? You guessed it — Elmer Davis. 
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DEMOCRATIC PARTY PRIMARIES; 1954 


by “OBSERVER” 


HEY BEGAN in April and will continue through September — the primary campaigns. 
T Those of the Democratic party should be of special interest because they will be 
“free” for the first time in twenty years. The Democratic voters may employ that 
freedom to give the public some surprises. ; 

The President cannot exactly control the selection of candidates of his own party, 
but he does have a large measure of influence, by virtue of the patronage at his 
disposal and from his ability to make policy. Through this influence President Roose- 
velt and President Truman were in general able to secure the nomination of Democratic 
Representatives and Senators who supported their internationalist policies. There is 
nevertheless reason to believe that in the North and West the bulk of Democratic voters 
would have preferred greater devotion to American interests, and that the use of their 
voting strength to support internationalism has been highly anomalous. 

The primaries of 1954 will afford opportunity to the Democrats to show their 
true desires and may pave the way toward bringing the anomaly to an end. 

The assertion that the Democratic voters of the North and West lack sympathy 
for the party’s internationalism is based partly on analogy. In European industrial 
countries with universal suffrage it is the parties of the masses and the lower middle 
classes that are nationalistic and historically opposed to international activity. Such 
activity has, in those countries, been associated both with trade and, in greater or less 
degree, with colonialism either through direct control or by ownership of natural resources 
accompanied by political influence, e.g., the British in Iran and Argentina. 

It is the masses who must provide the troops these international adventures so often 
require, and the foreign service of an enlisted man is not nearly so much fun as that of 
an officer or a bureaucrat; the thought of their fellow countrymen lording it over “‘natives”’ 
and foreigners does not appeal to the egalitarian masses; imports from abroad often 
have an adverse effect on domestic wage levels; rightly or wrongly, even the workers in 
export industries have rarely seen the advantage of foreign endeavors. The intellectual 
champions of the masses, although often internationalist in the abstract, have been 
offended by the anti-democratic features of internationalism in practical application. 
At present these intellectuals associate internationalism with the rich, capitalistic and 


uncultured United States. 
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The patriotism of the masses has therefore taken the form of what is known as 
nationalism. They are quite willing to fight to protect their country; they eagerly want 
their fellow citizens to win in international sport and other contests; they believe them- 
selves superior to all foreigners and are more or less zenophobic; they would prefer to see 
the cost of foreign adventure spent at home. 


— this analysis has been made in very general terms and is subject to excep- 
tions, its validity as applied to Great Britain and Germany can readily be seen. 
It might be argued that the analysis is disproved by the success of the Communist parties 
with the masses in France and Italy. But there the Communists, who understand these 
things very clearly, purport to be violently nationalistic. The Soviet is concealed; no 
one is more pro-French or more pro-Italian than the Communist parties of those nations; 
they depict the parties favoring cooperation with the United States as internationalist, 
as betraying the interests of their countries in favor of Washington. 

The parties of the upper classes, on the other hand, have supported international 
activity. The upper classes have foreign investments, often very lucrative; they include 
manufacturers in search of foreign markets and bankers who profit from international 
transactions; individually they can often engage in more distinguished and more 
comfortable careers in the foreign or colonial sections of the state and corporation 
bureaucracies; they like to travel and to throw their weight around; their education tends 
to give them a cosmopolitan outlook. 

In the United States events moved in accordance with this analysis when the 
Republican Administration of McKinley annexed the Philippines and Puerto Rico, sent 
troops to suppress the Boxer Rebellion and in general asserted itself in world affairs. 
The Democrats were also consistent when they opposed McKinley in the election of 1900 
on the issue of “imperialism.” But McKinley’s foreign policy did not have sufficient 
domestic impact to give the Democrats a victory. 

On the other hand, it was out of character for the Democratic party to take the 
country into two world wars, neither of which indisputably endangered the vital interests 
of the United States, and thereafter to sponsor elaborate international commitments and 
operations which, since World War II, have been most expensive. Similarly it could 
hardly have been anticipated by the political scientist that President Truman would appear 
so little agitated by the problem of Communist infiltration — not an internationalist so 
much as an anti-nationalist attitude highly offensive to the masses. 

Lack of space precludes discussion of World War I and its aftermath other than 
to note that in the election of 1920, in which the Democratic party was clearly inter- 
nationalist while the Republicans equivocated, the masses deserted the Democratic party 
wholesale. : 

The reason for the Democratic anomaly in the World War II period and beyond 
has been partly the influence of the intelligentsia and partly a series of tricks. But in 





1954, without control of the White House, the influence of the intelligentsia with the 
Democratic voters has diminished, and the tricks cannot be played. Let us consider the 
situation in a little detail. 


Shee INTELLECTUALS always had an important role in the Roosevelt Administration. 
President Roosevelt, because of his anti-business attitude, could not, or at least did 
not, rely substantially on business for his administrative personnel. That attitude won 
him the adherence of the intelligentsia, and he turned largely to them for his subordinates. 
The intelligentsia, whose foreign policy views had in the past varied considerably, became 
violently internationalist as a result of abhorrence of Hitler, blindness toward Stalin and 
the German conquests of 1940. 

Their influence, President Roosevelt’s boredom with domestic problems, the support 
of the Democrats of the South, where the party is partly the party of the upper classes, 
induced and enabled President Roosevelt to adopt and effectuate the policy of intervention. 

President Truman inherited the policy willy-nilly. He realized, however, its un- 
popularity with the masses. There is reason to suspect that at the time of the appoint- 
ment of Louis Johnson as Secretary of Defense he hoped to disengage the party. The 
fury of the intelligentsia with Johnson was so great that Truman concluded he would 
lose their support if he weakened his internationalist policy. He accordingly dismissed 
Johnson, but during political campaigns he did endeavor to focus attention on issues 
other than foreign policy and kept Secretary Acheson under wraps. 

But the influence of the intelligentsia has been exerted through the President. There 
is little reason to think that the intelligentsia have direct influence with the masses, who 
are not reached by the intellectual publicists. 

And it was the Presidents who played the tricks. Thus, President Roosevelt won 
the election of 1940 by disguising his purposes and that of 1944 by pleading for unity. 
The distaste of the masses for Democratic foreign policy — among other things — was 
reflected in the disastrous results of 1946. President Truman’s victory in 1948 may be 


attributed to his ability to keep domestic issues in the forefront, aided, to be sure, by 
the ineptness of the Republicans. In 1950 the election was confused and more or less 
of a standoff. In 1952 the Republicans finally campaigned and won on nationalist pre- 
tensions, although their candidate was an internationalist who adopted internationalist 
policies upon taking office. The Democratic candidate was himself an intellectual and 
a strong and sincere internationalist; it is not without significance that even he did not 
call on the anti-nationalist Secretary Acheson. 


i in TRICKS thus were played by the Presidents. In 1954 the Democrats suffer from 
a double handicap: they do not have a President to play tricks and there do not seem 
to be any tricks left to play. . 


A new factor, too, seems applicable in 1954, viz., the identification of the Republican 
party with internationalism. In that party the Eastern and Pacific Coast elements have 




































long been internationalist because of the same factors that affect the upper classes of 


European countries. Through the internationalist policy of recent years export manu. 
facturers and the international banks have made large profits; the State and Defense 
Departments, ECA, CIA and other Government agencies dealing with foreign affairs 


have provided interesting and often luxurious employment for many well-educated people, 





others, particularly women, have experienced delightful sensations of gratification at the = 
major role the country has been playing in world affairs. 

The anomaly has been that the Republicans of the Middle West are so nationalistic, a 
Their remoteness from foreign countries, the lesser influence of the international banks J tow: 
and the predominantly domestic character of their industries are among the explanations 
of this phenomenon. A strong internationalist element nevertheless exists among the J “do 
Middle West Republicans, especially in those centers, such as Detroit, which have high 
hopes of greater export business. As President Eisenhower is also an internationalist, it J 
seems most probable that the party will take on an increasing internationalist character 
during his Administration. 7 

For the first time in many years, the Democratic Party, freed of that central J hay 
influence which has so stimulated the selection of internationalist candidates, can now 19: 
swing over to a foreign policy more in keeping with the instincts of its voters. Each 
candidate may choose the issues that he thinks most likely to win him votes. There Pa 
have been indications that the men of the people might try to take party policy away ies 
from the intelligentsia. Massachusetts State Treasurer Furcolo, for instance, recently the 
asked the ADA please to leave the party alone. Mr. Furcolo is a candidate for the J *€ 
Senate seat now held by Senator Saltonstall. i 

The difficulty is that there is no articulate, nationally publicized Democrat to lead 
the party back to nationalism. Senator McCarran is too old and has his hands full in ah 
Nevada. Governor Lausche seems busy in Ohio. It is a peculiar fact that the man best fon 
equipped for such a task, Senator McCarthy, is a Republican, one of the strange results Ww 
brought about by the transposition of normal alignments which has characterized our . 
politics since 1936. McCarthy is a man of the people and his appeal, based ona fe 7 
passionate nationalism, is essentially to the masses. ci 

Should the Democrats develop a trend toward nationalism, their logical Presidential . 
candidate in 1956 should be Governor Lausche. He would be a formidable candidate, 
a winner, as things look now, in the Middle West and the North East; where, it is . 
interesting to note, he pleases some of the old Taft following. : 

g 
The writer is a former official in the Truman Administration — he is one of the very few whom the “liberals” ; 
in the new regime did not want as a “holdover.” ; 


Additional Copies: 6—1.00; 10—1.50; 50—5.50; 100—10.00; 500—15.00; 1,000—#25.00. 
Quotations for larger quantities on request. 


